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DETAILED ACTION 

Drawings 

The drawings are objected to as failing to comply with 37 CFR 1 .84(p)(5) 
because they include the following reference character(s) not mentioned in the 
description: Figure 1 #1 1 1 , and #106, and Figure 2 #1 14. Corrected drawing sheets in 
compliance with 37 CFR 1 .121(d), or amendment to the specification to add the 
reference character(s) in the description in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(b) are 
required in reply to the Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any 
amended replacement drawing sheet should include all of the figures appearing on the 
immediate prior version of the sheet, even if only one figure is being amended. Each 
drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an application must be labeled in the top 
margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .121(d). If 
the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be notified and 
informed of any required corrective action in the next Office action. The objection to the 
drawings will not be held in abeyance. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claim 2 recites the limitation "the first y member" in line 18. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. It is believed that this limitation should 
read "the first support member" and has been examined accordingly. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Walter (US 
4764983). 

With respect to claim 1 , Walter discloses a suspension system for mounting a 
laser discharge unit to a laser chassis (fig . 1 ) including: a first support member (fig. 1 
#48), a second support member (fig.1 #50); wherein the first support member and the 
second support member support the laser discharge unit; a first metal spring (fig. 1 #52 
rear left) and a second metal-spring (fig. 1 #52 rear right) coupled to the first support 
member, and the first and second metal spring coupled the laser chassis (fig . 1 screw 
#53) such the first support member is resiliency coupled to the laser chassis; and a third 
metal spring (fig. 1 #54 front left) and a fourth metal spring (fig. 1 #54 front right) coupled 
to the second support member, and third and fourth metal spring coupled to the laser 
chassis (fig . 1 screw #55) such that the second support member is resiliently coupled to 
the laser chassis. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

Claims 2, 5, and 8-1 1 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Walter in view of Seki (US 4769824). 

With respect to claim 2, Walter teaches the suspension system as outlined in the 
rejection to claim 1 above, but does not teach the metal springs to be planar. Seki 
teaches a holding structure for a gas laser system in which a multi-armed planar metal 
spring is used (fig.2 #50). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to combine the suspension system of Walter with the planar 
springs of Seki to reduce the effects of vibrations and impacts to the suspension system 
(Seki, col.6 lines 25-29). 
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With respect to claim 5, Walter and Seki teach the suspension system as 
outlined in the rejection to claim 2, and further teach that the multi-armed planar springs 
would define a single plane (in vertical plane as seen in fig. 3 of Walter). 

With respect to claims 8-10, Walter and Seki teach the suspension system as 
outlined in the rejection to claim 2, wherein the reduction in the vibrations of the system 
by the planar springs would inherently reduce the influence vibrations on the bandwidth, 
wavelength, and energy stability of the laser discharge unit. 

With respect to claim 1 1 , Walter and Seki teach the suspension system as 
outlined in the rejection to claim 2, wherein the coil springs were replaced with planar 
springs, and further teach the system to include a laser discharge unit and laser chassis 
(Walter, coL2 lines 50-51), and an optics frame (Walter, col.2 lines 61-62, where the 
lens is inherently held in a framing device), and additionally with the y-axis being 
defined as running perpendicularly to the beam emission, from left to right in fig. 1 of 
Walter. 

Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Walter in 
view of Seki and further in view of Oliver et al. (US 6425559). 

With respect to claim 6, Walter and Seki teach the suspension system as 
outlined in the rejection to claim 5 above, but do not teach the system to include wheel 
assemblies. Oliver teaches a gas laser support system in which wheel assemblies are 
mounted to the laser discharge unit (col. 3 lines 26-27), wherein the wheels of the first 
assemblies (col. 3 line 27, note 2 wheels) are positioned on top of the first support 
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member (fig. 3 #160), and the wheels of the second assemblies (col. 3 lines 32-34, note 
2 wheels) are positioned on top of the second support member (fig. 3 #162). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
combine the suspension system of Walter and Seki with the wheel assemblies of Oliver 
in order to allow for alignment of the beam, as well as for installation and removal of the 
laser chassis (Oliver, col. 3 lines 33-34) from a more fixed position. 

Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Walter in 
view of Oliver. 

With respect to claim 7, Walter discloses the suspension system as outlined in 
the rejection to claim 1, but does not disclose the second support member to be a v-rail 
member. Oliver teaches a gas laser support system in which one of the support 
members is in a v-track configuration (col. 3 lines 26-28). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine the suspension 
system of Walter with the v-track support of Oliver to allow for the incorporation of 
wheels (Oliver, col. 3 lines 26-28) and hence, adjustability. 

Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Walter in 
view of Seki and further in view of Takahashi (US 2002/0080339). 

With respect to claim 12, Walter and Seki teach the suspension system as 
outlined in the rejection to claim 1 1 above, but do not teach the use of at least two 
accelerometers to be mounted to the optics frame. Takahashi teaches a vibration 
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control apparatus in which six accelerometers are mounted to an optics frame ([0008], 
note lines 4-6 speaking of the main column supporting the optics components, and lines 
14-16 speaking of the accelerometers being mounted on said main column). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
combine the optics frame of Walter and Seki with the accelerometers of Takahashi in 
order to monitor the vibration levels of the system (Takahashi, [0008] lines 8-16). 

Claims 13-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Walter in view of Seki and further in view of Kousek et al. (US 6421360). 

With respect to claim 13, Walter and Seki teach the suspension system as 
outlined in the rejection to claim 1 1 above, but do not teach the use of a level sensor to 
level the laser. Kousek teaches a laser system which includes three leveling sensors for 
positioning purposes (col. 3 lines 24-27, wherein it is well known in the art that a level 
sensor would work equally well on a gas laser, or any laser chassis). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to combine the 
suspension system of Walter and Seki with the level sensors of Kousek in order to 
enable the determination of whether the system is correctly orientated (Kousek, col. 3 
lines 24-30). 

With respect to claims 14-16, Walter, Seki, and Kousek teach the suspension 
system as outlined in the rejection to claim 13 above, but do not teach the specific type 
of level sensor to be used. It would have been an obvious matter of system and 
situational design (i.e. total system configuration, environmental exposure, and operator 
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usage) to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to choose the most 
appropriate level sensor type. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

Claims 3-4 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the 
base claim and any intervening claims. - 

With respect to claim 3, the suspension system for mounting of a laser discharge 
unit wherein the springs, chassis, supports, and spring arms are in the planar 
configuration as outlined in the limitations of claim 3 were not found to be taught in the 
prior art. 

With respect to claim 4, the suspension system for mounting of a laser discharge 
unit wherein the planar springs have two outer arms, being fixed to the laser chassis, 
and one center arm, being fixed to the support, was not found to be taught in the prior 
art. 

Conclusion , 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Tod T. Van Roy whose telephone number is (571)272- 
8447. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Minsun Harvey can be reached on (571)272-1835. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). v 
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